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Abstract 
This paper presents the current situation of the university–industry–government partnership in Indonesia, in the context of 
university readiness to contribute to the government strategy as outlined in the MP3EI (Master plan for Acceleration and 
Expansion of Indonesia Economic Development) 2011-2025. Since the higher education system is highly diversified in term 
of its capacity to contribute, the paper reviews the status in 3 different types of institutions: research, production, and human 
resources development oriented. Initial finding shows that the government allocated very small budget for research (0.08% of 
GDP) and universities play a critical role in the national research capacity. Although research is still considered as very low in 
the government priority setting, the number of patents and international publications has significantly increased in the last few
years. Collaborative activities have been carried out to date include, service and training, patenting, collaborative R&D, 
networking events, industrial collaboration for education, incubators, SME support, and science parks. University and 
industry appear to be still in the state of “institutional sphere” instead of “consensus space” lacking understanding about each
other. The uncertainty about institutional framework available for universities drives academics to develop partnership with 
industries individually instead of institutionally. Universities feel that there are only few domestic companies with interest 
and/or capacity to innovate, with the bulk of industry concentrated in assembly operations. Implementation of MP3EI outside 
Jawa might require expertise and capacity that are only available in institutions in Jawa, that it is essential to develop 
mechanisms for building local institutional capacity. We conclude that all 3 institutional spheres require further development 
before each can take purposeful action. Having said that, the study team found a number of cases whereby the 3 parties are 
willing, even eager, to develop partnerships. With an appropriate and comprehensive strategy, there is significant potential to
create productive environment to be developed into knowledge, consensus, and innovation space. 
© 2012 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V.  
Selection and/or peer-review under responsibility of Institut Teknologi Bandung 
* Corresponding author. Tel.: +62-81-181-4145; fax: +62-22-250-3659 
E-mail address: bym@cs.ui.ac.id 
Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
© 2012 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. Selection and/or peer-review under responsibility of Institut Teknologi Bandung
Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
308   Bagyo Y. Moeliodihardjo et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  52 ( 2012 )  307 – 316 
Keywords: UIG partnership; Indonesia, MP3EIIntroduction 
Today, it is widely accepted that higher education is critical for economic growth and national 
competitiveness. Excellence in scientific research and better linkages to industry and government are regarded as 
key policy priorities in practically all OECD countries, with more governments developing explicit innovation 
strategies with various support programs to encourage universities to take on greater economic roles. Emphasis on 
university-industry-government partnerships is a global trend not only in OECD countries, but also in emerging 
economies and increasingly in developing countries. 
Indonesia is no exception in this respect. The government of Indonesia has just recently launched the MP3EI 
(Masterplan for Acceleration and Expansion of Indonesia Economic Development), intended to drive the 
realization of high, balanced, fair and sustainable economic growth, through two key factors, i.e. acceleration and 
expansion [MP3EI]. Indonesia plans to accelerate its existing development programs, especially in boosting value 
adding of the prime economic sectors, increasing infrastructure development and energy supply, as well as the 
development of human resources as well as science and technology. Besides acceleration, the government also 
pushes for the expansion of economic development so that its positive effects can be felt not only at each and 
every region in Indonesia, but also by all components of the community across Indonesia. This economic 
development strategy requires a strong university, industry, and government (UIG) collaboration and partnership. 
The objective of this paper is to review the current status of universities† in Indonesia in terms of their capacity to 
contribute to this economic development strategy.  
In this connection, we use the triple helix model as a framework for our analysis. Etzkowitz extended the triple 
helix model to describe the development of regional innovation systems [1], [2]. According to his model, the 
three separate institutional spheres, universities, industry and government, operate independently from each other 
initially. In the first stage of the development of regional innovation systems, the region develops a ‘knowledge 
space’, where knowledge institutions begin to concentrate certain R&D activities related to the region, with some 
networks emerging around them. In the second phase, the region develops a ‘consensus space’ where actors from 
three spheres begin work together to generate new strategies and ideas. In the third phase, the region develops a 
‘innovation space’, in which new organizational mechanisms are developed or introduced to realize strategies 
developed in the previous stage. 
The model has also been extended to describe the positioning of the UIG spheres with respect to each other. In 
a statist regime (Triple Helix I), government plays the lead role, driving academia and industry. In a laissez-faire 
regime (Triple Helix II), industry is the driving force, with the other two spheres as ancillary support structures 
[3]. In a knowledge-based society, university and other knowledge-producing institutions play an increasing role, 
acting in partnership with industry and government and even taking the leadership in joint initiatives, in a 
balanced model (Triple Helix III). In a university-led developmental model, the university takes the lead. The 
university is the gravitational center that intiates the partnership. In this case, the very first step to come to a 
productive partnership is to have a preliminary encounter with industry and the government.  
The specific questions that we address in our endeavour to develop regional innovation systems across 
Indonesia in this paper are:  
x What stage of development is Indonesia at in creating regional innovation systems? 
x Can universities play a leading role in regional innovation systems as in triple helix III?  
 Our findings are based on a review of government documents, existing data within Directorate General of 
Higher Education (DGHE), and preliminary interviews with individuals and focus group representing key players 
from university, industry, as well as the government. When this paper was submitted, we have conducted in-
†The term “universities” is used throughout this paper to represent all types of higher education institutions, i.e. university, institute, college 
(sekolah tinggi), academy, and polytechnics.  
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depth interview sessions with 32 individuals and focus group meetings with 30 persons, including 37 
representing public universities, 3 private universities, 20 government officials, and 2 industries. The number will 
keep growing throughout the study period. In order to explore the full scope of contributions of higher education 
institutions for MP3EI, the paper reviews the current status in terms of three different types of institutions: 
research oriented, production oriented, and human resources development oriented ones. 
1. Indonesian higher education system: an overview 
The higher education system in Indonesia does not have a long history, but today constitutes a very large and 
highly complex system, with more than 5.23 million students and gross enrolment ratio of 27.4% [4]. There are 
92 public institutions, more than 3,200 private institutions, dozens service institutions, 52 institutions under 
Ministry of Religious Affairs, and one Open University. The Masterplan for Acceleration and Expansion of 
Indonesia Economic Development (MP3EI) 2011-2025 sets 6 corridors for economic development, each with its 
own specific competitive and comparative advantages. The 6 economic corridors are Sumatera, 2) Jawa, 3) 
Kalimantan, 4) Sulawesi and North Maluku 5) Bali, NTB, and NTT, and 6) Maluku and Papua [5]. The 
distribution of institutions and enrolment is not evenly distributed among the 6 economic corridors, as illustrated 
in table-1, that a different strategy is needed to foster the UIG partnership.  
The circumstances around higher education funding have changed significantly in the past several years. With 
the 4th amendment of the Constitution by the Supreme Consultative Assembly (MPR) in August 2000 requiring 
20% of the government budget to be allocated to the education sector, the level of funding has increased 
dramatically. In 2012 the allocated budget for Directorate General of Higher Education (DGHE) has reached Rp 
32.6 trillion, almost three folds compared to the 2007 figure of Rp 12.9 trillion [DGHE, 2012]. However, there is 
considerable concern being expressed within the sector about the effectiveness of such funding increase. For 
instance, the level of investment increased almost 4 folds between 2007-2012, while the operation and 
maintenance only doubled. While the four fold increase of self generated revenues raises the possibility that 
universities can supplement the shortfall of operation and maintenance from their own resources, the regulatory 
environment does not make flexible management of financial resources easy in public universities. 
Table 1: Distribution of higher education institutions in the MP3EI corridors [6]‡
Public Private 






Sumatera 7 16 17 762 
Jawa 9 23 68 1102 
Kalimantan 2 4 7 84 
Sulawesi, North Maluku 4 8 6 336 
Bali, NTB. NTT 5 6 11 151 
Maluku, Papua 3 5 5 130 
Total 30 62 114 2565 
In spite of such a large scale increase in funding, the proportion allocated for the Directorate of Research and 
Community Services has been low and stagnant for some years at around Rp 436 billion or merely 1.34% of the 
current DGHE budget. A quick comparison with one leading Indonesian pharmaceutical company, PT Kalbe 
‡For private institutions: a) 2010 figure, and b) North Maluku is consolidated under corridor 6.  
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Farma§, which spends Rp 200 billion annualy for its research and development [7], demonstrates the low level of 
government funding for research in higher education. Indeed, it is not just funding of research in higher education 
that is low; the overall government R&D budget is extremely low at 0.08% of GDP [8], reflecting the higherto 
low government priority given to R&D. The low R&D investment has resulted in relatively low number of 
patents, journal, and researchers, compared to the neighboring countries, as presented in figure 1. 
Since research capacity is a key factor in the context of fostering U-I-G collaborations, it is important to take 
into account the disparity in research capacity among institutions in Indonesia. The first type of institutions is for 
those who possess a certain level of capacity to conduct research and innovation, and they are mostly located in 
Jawa. The second type of institutions is the polytechnics, which focus more on production oriented academic 
activities. An obvious example is the “production based education”, currently implemented by the Politeknik 
Manufaktur Bandung (Polman). Therefore it is important to understand the distribution of polytechnics in the 6 
corridors. The third and the last category is for institutions considered as the main supplier of competent and 
relevant graduates for the labor market, particularly the industries. 
There has been recognition amongst policy makers that Indonesian higher education system is too large a 
system to manage in a centralized fashion. Therefore the Directorate General of Higher Education (DGHE) has 
begun to gradually decentralizing its authority and providing more autonomy to the institutions since the early 
1990s by introducing the new paradigm concept. The first step was encouraging institutional planning and 
financial autonomy through competitive grants introduced in the mid 1990s.  
Since the year of 2000 the government gradually converted the legal status of 7 public universities into a 
separate entity, called BHMN (Badan Hukum Milik Negara) through the Government Regulation for UI, UGM, 
for IPB, ITB, USU, UPI, and UNAIR. The legal status provides these universities with autonomy and self 
governance through its Board of Trustees, including managing its own financial and human resource matters. The 
Higher Education Long Term Strategy 2003-2010 also consistently supported the initiatives through its 3 pillars: 
namely, nation’s competitiveness, decentralization and autonomy, and organizational health.  
To provide a stronger legal basis for autonomy, the Law 9/2009 on Educational Legal Entity was passed by the 
Parliament in 2009. However, the Law was challenged at the Constitutional Court on the grounds that it 
introduced legal inconsistency and it was ultimately cancelled in 2010. A new Higher Education bill is currently 
being debated in Parliament.  
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2. Government policies on UIG partnership 
Traditionally, the main role of universities has been to provide education and to produce graduates to meet the 
needs for the workforce in industry and government generally. Rapid economic growth combined with structural 
§PT Kalbe Farma is the largest pharmaceutical company in Indonesia
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change in industry today, call for greater emphasis on relevance of education, and new needs for research based 
collaborations. While a vast majority of universities remains focused on teaching, more universities are moving 
toward research-oriented institutions. To facilitate better interaction with industry and promote greater research 
orientation, DGHE has consistently launched a number of initiatives to support university research and 
community service.  
Since early 1990s the DGHE has provided more than 20 different grant schemes, ranging from grants for 
fundamental research to applied and collaborative research. Initially, those programs aimed at improving the 
quality of higher education through the enhancement of university R&D capacity. Through years of 
implementation, the quality of university R&D is receiving higher appreciation by industries. And as the 
university research capacity is improving, the industry is also increasingly demanding for more applicable results 
from university research.  
In recent years the DGHE has put considerable attention on establishing and fostering university - industry 
research collaborations. Amongst the 12 grants schemes currently administered by DGHE, RAPID (Riset 
Andalan Perguruan tinggi dengan InDustri) is the one specifically designed to foster synergy between the 
university and the industry R&D. Under such scheme the industry becomes the entry point for researchers to 
support and supply the technology needed by the industry. At a lesser degree, other grant scheme such as national 
strategic research (STRANAS) also requires the university to collaborate with the industry or government 
agencies in conducting research in one of twelve research themes [DP2M, 2012a]. In relation to MP3EI program, 
DGHE also launched Penprinas MP3EI which requires collaboration with local governments and/or other 
government agencies. Although remains relatively small, the government-research funding has increased almost 
four-fold in the last 6 years; from Rp 76 billion in 2006 to nearly Rp 290 billion in 2012 [10]. Out of those 
figures, roughly 15% are allocated for various collaborative research activities.  
A similar approach is implemented for university community service programs. Evolving from traditional 
community service program, DGHE initiates S&T-based service schemes for the universities to engage with 
small-medium enterprises and the community [11]. Unlike traditional community service program, under this 
program the university is to collaborate with the community to establish new S&T-based entrepreneurs or to 
improve the S&T capacity of SMEs. In addition, Hi-Link is a program with the objective of building capacity of 
the university in applying S&T through collaborative works with industry and local government [12]. 
Universities are also actively engaged in research activities funded by other government agencies, such as the 
Ministry of Research and Technology (MoRT). Currently MoRT is administering the National Incentive Research 
Program, which is divided based on R&D stages (basic, applied, improvement of production system capacity, as 
well as diffusion and application of research) in 7 areas (food resilience, energy, ICT, transportation, defense & 
security, health & medical technology, advanced material) and two supporting factors (basic science and social 
science). The objective of this program is to strengthen the national innovation system in supporting MP3EI. The 
achievement in this program is indicated by the establishment of center of excellence in research and the 
development of research consortium, facilitating improvement of research productivity and effectiveness, as well 
as increasing participation and investment of private sector. The development of research centers in excellence 
(CoE) opens to all R&D units, including university, government, and industries [13]. This program highlights the 
importance of R&D unit’s capacity in absorbing technology, developing demand driven technology, 
disseminating technology, and utilization of local resources. 
Unlike those at DGHE, this incentive research program opens to ministerial R&D units, government research 
agencies, universities, local government as well as private entities [14]. Although this program opens to wider 
applicants, the proportion of university researchers involved remains significant. In 2012, for instance, 
approximately 51% of incentive research grants were awarded to universities, amounting roughly to 47% of the 
Rp 90 billion budget [15].  
Aside from the two aforementioned major government-support programs, quite a number of research activities 
are also conducted by various organizations using various public and private funding. Again, university 
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researchers are involved, either institutionally or individually, in various forms of these activities. Therefore, at 
least at this current stage, the university researchers are regarded as the most valuable asset for the national R&D.  
There are many examples where government-led programs have successfully initiated and fostered UIG 
partnerships, while many others have yet to deliver satisfying results. Regardless of the outcome, such 
experiences and recent government attempt to increase R&D capacity should still be considered as important keys 
for the development of future strategy for UIG partnership. It is also important to acknowledge that the 
universities, especially individual researchers, are still the engine of research. Unfortunately, the strength of 
university research is not evenly distributed across the nation, where domination of top universities on the 
national research programs is noticeable. Consistently, UGM, ITB, UI, and IPB post the highest number of 
research grants in DGHE program, followed by UNAIR, UB, UNPAD, ITS, UNS and UNDIP. These universities 
are responsible for about 43% of high profile research activities (RAPID, strategic research, etc.) in 2012. Similar 
concentration is also apparent on researchers under MoRT’s incentive research program. 
There have been at least 3 government’s attempts to introduce incentives and facilitate industries to invest in 
R&D activities made to date, though none has been effective. The first is the Law 25/2007 on Investment, 
providing incentives and facilities for investment, i.e. land ownership, income tax, and import tax, in certain 
industrial sectors; the second is the Government Regulation 35/2007, initiated by the MoRT, providing tax 
incentives to drive industries to make investment in R&D; and the third is the Presidential Decree 38/2008, 
initiated by the MoI, aimed to encourage industries to invest in R&D. The main reason for their ineffectiveness 
appears to be the lack of detailed implementation planning. While these laws/regulations are presumably 
established with the best of intensions, claiming any support under them is practically impossible given that 
applications must take in to account conflicting or overlapping laws and regulations. In the current “reformation 
era”, officials prefer not to take any risks when challenged with conflicting regulations. 
3. Current status of UIG partnerships: initial findings  
The last decade has seen a significant change in terms of how universities work with industry and government 
in Indonesia. Traditionally, in the absence of coherent government policies that allow institutions to take 
proactive roles in orchestrating UIG, many U-I partnerships have been developed through individual professors 
largely privately. Since 2000, with the experimental introduction of institutional autonomy in the 7 institutions, 
central university administrations became much more active in orchestrating institutional actions, particularly in 
promoting income generating activities. Sometimes, this was done through the establishment of foundations to 
facilitate legal and monetary transactions, as the legal basis for such activities were not fully in place. The 
national context has also been ripe in emphasizing the need for universities to work better with industry, as 
various government agencies, the Indonesian Academy of Science (AIPI), as well as business organizations 
hosted events and forums on innovation, entrepreneurship, and partnerships. The result is a diverse array of 
activities emerging as various types of institutions began to explore different options to pursue new relationships 
with industry. 
Activities that are emerging include:  
x More service and training contracts: A number of universities have stepped up effort to procure service and 
training contracts with various government and industrial clients. The desire to generate income prompted by 
the move to autonomy has been the critical driver for this.  
x Patenting: More universities have begun the process of patent applications with government support. This is 
in contrast to the past when the normal practice was for individual academics to give away intellectual 
property rights to its industrrial partner.  
x Collaborative research and development: Many academics find difficulties in identifying industrial partners 
with interest and trust to engage in collaborative research or development, and there is a much greater 
recognition that institutional effort are needed in this respect. Gadjah Mada University is one example of an 
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institution developing its institutional capacity to identify appropriate industrial partners and topics of mutual 
interest and is making progress in increasing cash support from industry in research. 
x Networking events: Lack of opportunities for university academics to meet industrialists is one salient issue. In 
response to this perceived need, higher education institutions are themselves beginning to orchestrate events 
that bring together industry and government representatives with university academics. Some institutions have 
initiated a series of UIG forums in several thematic areas of regional interest. Others have taken proactive 
steps in organizing its own networking events to forge meetings between industrialists and their own 
academics.  
x Industrial collaboration for education: Good practices to enhance relevance of education are emerging in 
some units within public institutions as well as private institutions. These include: surveying/obtaining 
feedback from employers systematically, getting industry staff to teach specific subjects of emerging 
importance, upgrading staff knowledge in new areas in collaboration with industry. 
x Incubation/entrepreneurship education: In the past, companies were occasionally formed by academic 
professors or graduates working closely with academics, though they remained largely invisible. Nowadays 
more universities are engaged in incubation efforts and provide entrepreneurship education to their students. 
However, most initiatives appear to be at an early stage of development, without a firm track record of 
success, and with the content of support such as mentoring of seed funding still evolving. 
x Small and Medium Enterprises (SME) support: Universities have traditionally seen community service as a 
legitimate part of their work, and as such working with local SME has been established activities in some 
universities. Working with SME, however, appear to be receiving renewed emphasis in some universities.  
x Science Parks: Several universities are in the early process of establishing science parks close to their campus, 
though the direction or content of the venture are not yet clear  
4. Preliminary analysis  
From our interviews and focus group discussions, several distinct issues emerged that could hamper further 
development of UIG. The following section presents the result of our analysis. 
4.1. Lack of mutual understanding and trust between university and industry 
There appears to be a significant lack of mutual understanding and trust between university and industry 
communities. We found universities habitually developing their research strategies in isolation from industry. 
Some academics have little respect for industry as they see industrialists as far too money-oriented or too 
practical and lacking certain idealism. From the perspective of industry, higher education institutions often look 
like ivory towers, bureaucratic, too focussed on academic research and far too slow to be able to provide useful 
help. The lack of trust is confounded by the fact that many academics do not understand the problems faced by 
industry or their needs, and the fact that industrialists often cannot present their problems in a coherent manner. 
The analogous situation might be found between an inexperienced doctor and an inarticulate patient; only if the 
doctor has a solid understanding of the underlying problems related to symptoms that patients are able to convey 
would he/she be able diagnose properly. Both parties appear to be in the state of “institutional sphere” instead of 
“consesus space” lacking understanding about each other or mutual trust [1]. 
Nonetheless, the study team has come across a number of successful collaborations between individual 
university staff and industrial partners, where they developed understanding and mutual trust over time. The 
question is whether there are ways in which better understaidng and trust can be developed more systematically.  
4.2. Institutional framework\ 
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Institutional framework is a serious problem for public institutions in developing partnership. Most of the 
interviewees saw the uncertain future of university autonomy as a serious threat for developing better UIG 
partnerships. At the minimum, universities must be able to engage in discussions and negotiations with industry 
as independent organizations and equal partners; they must be able to work on legal contracts with industry and 
government as independent entities. They must be able to deal with ownership of IPR rights or companies, to 
implement projects as needed in a timely manner, and to hire staff flexibly to undertake tasks as needed.  
According to the prevailing regulation, only the Government of Indonesia has the status of legal entity. Public 
universities are considered as merely the government’s implementating units (satuan kerja). The issue is 
particularly acute in financial management as cumbersome bureaucratic procedures must be adhered to for all 
financial transactions; and revenues from any collaboration have to be deposited to the state treasury, and can be 
used only after submitting a proposal for activities, according to a standardized tariff. Since the government 
sponsored research grant cannot be disbursed as a block grant, researchers must also pay considerable attention to 
detailed administrative rules and procedures. The current uncertainty about what kind of autonomy will be 
available to universities is casting serious doubt about the future of UIG partnerships particularly amongst 
academics who have been most actively engaged with industry.  
Many of the government funding rules or norms are also not conducive to innovation and creativity, i.e. late 
disbursement (in some cases up to 6 month delay), requirement to spend the entire budget within the financial 
year, and government standard procurement procedures. There is also fear that the rigidity of government 
bureaucracy has strongly affected the staff mind set and mentality, and becomes a serious hindrance for 
developing a conducive environment for creativity and innovation to blossom.  
The tendencies for individuals (or even institutional units) to avoid the bureaucracy, by conducting 
collaborations without involving the central administration can lead to other problems. Individuals may be 
exposed to unreasonable risks; reconciliating disputes may be much more difficult for individuals to handle. 
Academic staff may also become overloaded with non-campus work and become negligent of their campus 
obligations. Perhaps, the most significant problem is that fact that any lessons from collaborations will then stay 
with individuals, and not shared across the institution.  
4.3. Uncertain industrial policy context 
In an emerging economy such Indonesia, the industrialization process has just begun to enter the deepening 
process from labor intensive to skill intensive. Therefore it is not surprising that universities feel that there are not 
enough companies that they can collaborate with on reesarch. There are few domestic companies with 
technological sophistication and interest and/or capacity to innovate, with the bulk of industry concentrated in 
assembly operations or extraction of natural resources with little value added. And yet, without industries playing 
a more proactive role in the U-I-G partnership, the Triple Helix will just remain as an abstract concept. Worse, 
overreliance on government support could lead to further weakening of industrial competitiveness. The role of 
industry within U-I-G triple helix scenario has to be at least at par with university and government. 
State owned enterprises seem to play a special role in this respect, as many university interviewees gave 
examples of more robust working relationships with them (e.g. BioFarma, Pertamina, Krakatau Steel), given their 
interest in domestic capacity building and relatively higher R&D orientation. There has also been some 
suggestions to revitalize state owned enterprises, particularly those with high added value to ensure that there are 
key knowledge-oriented industrial firms which could engage in productive partnerships with universities. The 
cases of the government intervention in PT Dirgantara Indonesia (debt restructuring) and PT PINDAD 
(manufacturing of armored personel carier in partnership with ITB) are taken as examples of good practices by 
some [16]. In general, most stakeholders we interviewed called for far clearer government policies to selectively 
support the development of domestic industry.  
4.4. Regional disparity 
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The regional disparity in the level of economic development is very clear, and has been a source of concern 
for policy makers. The metropolitan Jakarta is far more advanced economically than other economic corridors 
outside Jawa; universities there are also more developed, well resourced, and diverse than in many other regions. 
As presented in section 2, universities with stronger research capacity are mostly loicated in Jawa. There is 
significant concern that the development of economic corridors outside Jawa requires expertise and capacity that 
are only available in institutions in Jawa. It may be possible to solve short term problems by mobilizing expertise 
from Jawa, but that could create other problems which may be social, cultural, or political. It seems essential to 
develop mechanisms for building local institutional capacity.  
5. Concluding remarks 
Our conclusion is that currently the government, universities, and industries are still in their respective 
institutional spheres in Indonesia, and a strong commitment as well as hard work are needed to develop the 
knowledge, consensus, and innovation space. Much progress has been made in the past decade, with a wider 
range of partnerships emerging, and with more institutions building capacity to play a more proactive role in 
fostering better relationships. A decade of exploration has seen some successes, but there is growing awareness 
amongst university community also that much more needs to be done, and that it is not easy to do so. Broadly, the 
directions that Indonesia needs to move appear reasonably clear. All three institutional spheres require further 
development before each can take purposeful action. The government needs to be able to develop effective 
policies that are implementable, and not at odds with the prevailing legal framework. The universities has to 
develop institutional capacity to opearate strategically. Indonesia must at least have a small critical mass of 
industrial firms that are ambitious enough to develop into knoweldge-based industry.  
The gap between universities and industry continues to be wide – indeed, some would argue that it is getting 
wider as a result of changing industrial structure with increasing foreign investors and weakening of state owned 
enterprises, or because of the changing nature of academy. It is not clear whether universities develop their 
capacity taking into account industrial development objectives. Identifying opportunities in an ever more complex 
industrial environment requires much more than isolated efforts of individual academics. As more universities 
become research oriented, academic publications are becoming performance targets; it is not easy to promote 
academics to work on industrial collaboration, which requires much effort with little promise of reward. There is 
much that institutions can do to close the gap; it could develop strategies, build support structures, and create 
incentives for academics. And yet, the current environment does not look promising in facilitating them to do so. 
Internally within universities, the appetite for more institutional initiatives may not be strong amongst the very 
academics who have been movers and shakers of UIG. To some of them, many institutional changes looked more 
like additional tax and bureaucracy without producing benefits such as support, expertise or incentives. The 
process is complicated further by the broader decentralization process taking place, where relationships between 
the central administration, academic units and individual academics are being re-defined. To make the matters 
worse, the regulatory environment is actually becoming much tighter. In the absence of established autonomy 
law, institutions are thrown back to old rules which are being enforced more rigorously. There is precious little 
room for institutions for maneuver.  
Our preliminary analysis would suggest that the principal lever for overcoming such difficulties would lie in 
the hands of government. It would be critically important to establish a firmer basis of institutional autonomy 
through the autonomy law. The subsequent autonomy process would also need to be set appropriately both 
through an appropriately defined regulatory environment as well as various funding arrangements. However, the 
details of how best to proceed needs to be explored through a more focused review of government side 
perspectives including key agencies such as DGHE, MoRT, MoI, MoA as well as MoF. This is particularly the 
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case given that there are indications that different parts of governments think and react differently, and policy 
intentions as expressed by one part is not necessarily implemented by another.  
We have also seen indications that the overall level of commitment to R&D may be low. Research-based UIG 
partnerships are potentially important, particularly in fields such as biological sciences, which could enable 
Indonesia both to extract appropriate value from its rich biological resources and to support appropriate 
conservation efforts. It would be important to examine the need for national research capacity building effort in 
key areas of strategic importance, as some institutions under MoRT and other line ministries have adequate 
research capacity. In order to explore the future role of university research, it would be important to obtain an 
overview of governmental research, so that their roles, potential complementarities or collaboration potential can 
be explored. Another area that requires further examination is the perspective of industry in Indonesia: their view 
about hopes and fears of the small number of companies that are known to be working with universities within 
Indonesia, and obstacles do they see in the way of industry developing working relationships with universities, 
are of importance for this study. Having said that, the study team found a number of cases whereby the three 
parties are willing, even eager, to develop partnerships. With an appropriate and comprehensive strategy, there is 
significant potential to create productive environment potentials could be developed into knowledge, consensus, 
and innovation space. 
The findings of our paper have also been limited by the coverage of our interviews and focus groups, which so 
far were largely limited to participants from Java. Further investigation would be critical to illuminate the current 
status and issues unique to regions that are less developed, particularly to explore potential development paths for 
universities can play for developing in their respective corridors.  
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